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All Participants: 

(1) Michael G. Hartley . 

(2) HeeiaYoo-Warren (Aopl. repr.) . 
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Status of Application: 

(3) - 

(4) . 

Time: 3:00 



Type of Interview: 

£3 Telephonic 

□ Video Conference 

□ Personal (Copy given to: □ Applicant □ Applicant's representative) 

Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes M No 
If Yes, provide a brief description: 



Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

All rejections concerning claims 25 and 27 

Claims discussed: 

All pending, especially claims 25 and 27 



Prior art documents discussed: 

None specifically 



Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 



Part III. 

£3 It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Examiner 
suggested and it was agreed upon to cancel claims 25 and 27 by examiner's amendment to provisionally place the 
case in condition for allowance. Discussion of claims 25 and 27 included: that these claims were not seen as 
allowable at this time because the claims are drawn to kits which do not have the same scope as the other 
independent compound claims, i.e., claim 1, because the L (leaving group) is not the same as the substituents of claim 
1 , and that these claims include limitations that appear to be method steps, "displaced by a substituent" and that they 
contain undefined variables, R' and R". Further stated was that the previously withdrawn claims were fully examined 
and will be rejoined with the allowed claims. 



